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1  Lithanian jùk, Latvian juk ‘aer all’. In the Lithuanian­Gram-
mar­edited by Ambrazas the particle juk is described as an »inten-
sifying-emphatic particle«; as for inﬆance in: Juk­ir­aš­tavo­duktė ‘I
am your daughter, too, am I not?’ (Ambrazas 1997: 402). It is for
sure that Lith. juk­introduces a polemic meaning, for example:
(1) Juk aš tau sakiau.
‘I told you, didn’t I?’
Additionally, the particle occurs in a clause as juﬆiﬁcation of the
one preceding it. For inﬆance:
(2) Pasikalbėk su juo, juk jis tavo brolis.
‘Talk to him (or:­you­should­talk­to­him), aer all he’s your brother.’
(3) Eikime, juk nelyja.
‘Let’s go, aer all, it’s not raining.’
This use of Lithuanian juk is ﬆill similar to the use of the particle
in the 16th century; cf. both, Mikalojus Daukša’s Lithuanian Poſ­-
til­la­ Catholicka of 1599 (cf. Bibliograﬁja 1969: No 216) and his
source written by Jakób Wujek in Polish:
The Origin of the Lithuanian Particle »jùk«
Norbert Ostrowski (Poznań)
Contributions to Morphology and Syntax. Proceedings of the 4th Greifswald
University Conference on Baltic Languages. Edited by Artūras Judžentis &
Stephan Kessler. Logos Verlag, Berlin 2015, pp. 201–215
(4) Wujek’s­text:­Ale co wiele mowić? W¥ák y ſam Arcyheretyk Marćin
Luter w […] ſwym Káthechizmie nápomina ¥kolne Miſtrze / áby na -
kládáli dźieći ſwe (Daukša 2000: 959, lines 4–6).
Daukša’s­translation:­Bęt’ ką dauġ kałbét’? Iuk’ ir patis / Arciheretikas /
Martinas Luthęris […] ſawamé Catechiſmé rágina i¥ káłos Miſtrús /
idą´nt’ pratintų´ / waikús ſawús (op. cit.: 958, lines 4–6).
‘But why eak more? Aer all, the grand heretic, Martin Luther, in his
[…] catechism admonishes school maﬆers, that they accuﬆom their
children [to make the sign of the cross].’
Nevertheless, the etymology of the Lithuanian particle juk and
its Latvian counterpart is a crux interpretum (cf. Fraenkel
1962–5: I, 196; Smoczyński 2007: 236). This paper aims to ﬁll this
gap.
I will defend the thesis that Lith. jùk traces back to a conﬂation
of the intensifying adverb juõ ‘eecially, notably, all the more’
with the conneive kaĩ ‘when’. The defended thesis requires a
hypothesis about the monophthongization of *juo-'kai > *juo-'kie
> *juo-'ki > *ju-'ki > jùk. The monophthongization ﬁnds a brilliant
parallel in the development of the Lithuanian adversative con -
junion *be-'tai > bèt (seion 2). The shortening *juo-'CV > *ju-
'CV took place in proclitic position (seion 2). The intensifying
adverb juo ‘eecially’ comes from correlative sentences of the
type juo­…­juo(ba) ‘the (more) … the (more)’ (seion 3).
2  The riddle of the ﬁnal -k. If we posit the working hypothesis
that in Lithuanian juk, the proclitic shortening juo-­ >­ ju- took
place, we have to agree that the ﬆress muﬆ have been placed on
the next syllable and hence the current shape jùk is an innova-
tion. This ﬆate ment leads to the riddle of the ﬁnal -k.
In Old Lithuanian texts juk was recorded in three variants:
● < iukáig > or < Iukáiġ >, cf. the notations in Daukša’s poﬆill
(Daukša 2000: 266 line 4; 532 line 12; and 982 line 46);● < juk’ > or < juk >, also in Daukša’s poﬆill; for inﬆance: O­iuk’
pa­rąßîta ‘It has been written, hasn’t it?’, Wujek’s A­w¥ák­ná­-
piſano (Daukša 2000: 500 line 46; re. 501 line 44); and
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● < jukig >, i. e. a hapax legomenon in Morkūnas’ poﬆill (cf. Bib-
liograﬁja 1969: Nos 797–9) printed in 1600 (quoted here from
LKŽ 1941–2002: IV, 374).
The hapax legomenon < jukag > which is documented in the
Summa­Aba­Trumpas­i¥guldimas­Ewanieliv­szwentu­of 1653 (cf. Bib-
liograﬁja 1969: Nos 732–3) and which has been quoted by several
authors (Fraenkel 1962–5: I, 196; Smoczyński 2007: 236; LKŽ
1941–2002: IV, 374) is aually a typing error inﬆead of the < iu -
káig > that we can ﬁnd usually in the Summa­ …­ Ewanieliv
szwentu. Therefore, the hapax form cannot be borne in mind (see
Hermann 1926: 244).
The shape < juk’ > is relatively frequent in Daukša’s poﬆill.
Dauk ša used an apoﬆrophe to mark the palatalisation of the ﬁ-
nal consonants. The evidence can be given by comparing:
● the Dat. Sg. of the pronoun, < man’ > ‘me’ (e.g. Daukša 2000:
386 line 11), with its full form mani, cf. < Mánig > (op. cit.: 622
line 26); ● the imperative form < eik’ > ‘go’ (e.g. op. cit.: 758 line 3) with
its Old Lith. counterpart eiki, cf. < eikiġ > (op. cit.: 488 line 32);
or● the preposition < ik’ > ‘to’ (e.g. op. cit.: 332 line 30) with an
alongside form < iki > (e.g. op. cit.: 402 line 34).
Equations of the type < ik’ > vs. < iki > allow us to reduce the vari-
ant < juk’ > to an older *juki teﬆiﬁed direly in Morkūnas’ < ju -
kig > (see above). The variant jukai-­ is preserved in Daukša’s
poﬆill, as quoted above. The superposed acute in < iukáig > indi-
cates ﬆress, so conditions for the proclitic shortening juo-­>­ ju-
exiﬆed, as assumed at the beginning of this seion.
However, the queﬆion arises of how to explain the diﬀerence
of ju­kaig­vs. *juki. I would assume that two allomorphs have
been diﬆributed complementarily: ki#­~­kaiC. For have been evi-
dence, we can compare within the period of Old Lithuanian:
● ju'kaig vs. *juki > jùk’ > jùk­with● be'taig vs.   beti > bèt’ > bèt.1
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The diﬆribution of -tai- and -t(i)- is complementary: -tai- appears
in ﬆressed position before the focus particle -g(i), whereas -t(i)-
appears exclusively in word-ﬁnal position (-#). So it is ﬆriking
that the same allomorphism we assumed for juk recurs in the ad-
versative conjunion bet ‘but’. Bearing this point in mind, I as-
sume the monophthongization of the diphthong /ai/:
● *be-'tai ‘and this’ > *be'tie > beti > bèt’ (accent retraion + apo -
cope of /i/) > bèt.
That way we gain a brilliant parallel for the change:
● *juo-'kai > *juo-'kie > *ju-kì > jùk’­(accent retraion + apocope
of /i/)2 > jùk.
The hapax legomenon < jukig > may be explained easily as a sec-
ondary form with added enclitic particle -g(i) before the shorten-
ing *juki >­juk’.
On the other hand, if monophthongization took place in the
ﬁnal, ﬆressed syllable, i.e. *ju'kai#­ >­ *juki#­ (and re. *be'tai#­ >
beti#), the queﬆion is, what is the reason for the lack of monoph-
thongization in ju'kai-g(i)3 and be'tai-g(i)? This issue is explained
in the next paragraph.
2.1­-'kai-g(i)­vs.­-ki#­> -k’#­> -k#­and­-'tai-g(i)­vs.­-ti#­> -t’#­> -t#. The
diﬀerentiated development of -tai and -kai before -g(i) and -# is
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1 All variants come from Daukša’s poﬆill, and moﬆ of them have already
been quoted above. The two examples le: <Bęti > is a hapax legomena
(Daukša 2000: 720 line 21); and the notation < betáiġ > (e.g. op. cit.: 1086 line
52) points to Old Lith. be'tai-g(i). On the origin of the Lith. re. Latv. bet
‘but’ see Hermann (1926: 335–6), Fraenkel (1962–5: I, 41), Nau & Oﬆrowski
(2010: 21), and internet resource »NO«.
2 Also in bèt­we have to take into account the proclitic shortening *bē-'tai; cf.
Samogitian biẽt ‘but’ (teﬆiﬁed in Kuršėnai diﬆri). *bē- relates to Lithuan-
ian be ‘and’ (Old Prussian bhe­‘and’); see Rosinas (1988: 226). Furthermore,
it probably relates to the Baltic paﬆ form bē ‘was’ <­*bjā­<­*bĳā; cf. Old Lat-
vian subjunive būtubem, Lith. dial. sùktumbėmės ‘I wish we could whirl’
and Old Lith. jeibeg ‘if’ (Kazlauskas 2000: 397; Nau & Ostrowski 2010: 21;
Ostrowski 2010: 147). For a thorough inveﬆigation of the origin of the Baltic
conditional see Stang (1966: 430) and Holvoet (2002; 2010).
3 *jukaigi­is visible in < jukaigei > preserved by Simonas Vaišnoras’ Apie­popie­-
conneed to the etymology of the Lithuanian neuter pronoun taĩ
‘this’ and the Baltic conneive kai; cf. Lith. kaĩ ‘when, than, if,
how’ < kaĩ-p(o) < kai-põ­‘as, how’, Old Prussian kai­(kāi) ‘how, that,
in order to’, Latv. dial. (Latgalian) kaî­‘how’. Oﬆrowski (2014) in
his paper on the origin of the Old Lithuanian indeﬁnite pronoun
kajakas ‘whoever, anything’ paid attention to the ﬆruural simi-
larity between kajakas and Russian koe-kto ‘somebody’ and koe-
xto ‘something’. This in turn leads to a morphological analysis
of Old Lithuanian kajakas, where kaja- is a neuter pronoun that
relates to Old Church Slavonic koѥ ‘what, which’. As far as the
origin of Lith. *kaja is concerned, it developed from the conﬂa-
tion of two neuter relative pronouns: ka­<­Indo-European *kwod
(cf. Latin quod) and ja­ <­ Indo-European *(H)yod (cf. Old Indic
yád). Successors of Lith. Masc. kajakas and Neutr. *kajaka are Lith.
kíekas­‘how many’ re. ‘much, some, anything’ and kíek(a)­‘how
many’ re. ‘much, a little, every, any, anything’, reeively, as
well as Latv. *kiek­>­cîek­>­cik­‘how many’ re. ‘much, every’. To
explain the relationship between Masc. kajakas re. Neutr. *ka-
jaka and Masc. kíekas re. Neutr. *kíek(a), a syncope of the un -
ﬆressed vowel /a/ needs to be posited, i.e.: 
● Neutr. *kaja-'ka > *kaj-ka > Old Lith. kieka > kíek (Latv. cik).
The shape *kajka is documented in Finnish kaikki ‘all, altogether,
everything’, a loanword from Baltic (cf. Toivonen 1955: 141; and
Rosinas 1988: 195). The accentuation kiekó, kiekám’ documented in
Daukša’s Poſtilla­Catholicka (cf. Skardžius 1999: 227) points indi-
rely to the oxytonesis of Masc. kajakas re. Neutr. *kajaka. 
Another argument in favour of the hypothesis presented is
the fa that the analogous process, the apocope of the un ﬆres-
sed /a/, dilays the oxytonically ﬆressed pronoun kataràs­>­ka-
tràs­‘which of the two?’. The *kaja­(neutr.), reconﬆrued on the
basis of the relative pronoun kajakas, makes it possible to eluci-
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sz­isch­kaie­ missche­ of 1600 (cf. Bibliograﬁja 1969: No. 1206; our quotation
from Vaišnoras 1997: 686 le column, line 16). We explain jukaigei­< *ju-kai-
gi-ai.
date the common Baltic conneive kai­‘how’ as the result of the
apocope of /a/. Three reasons eak in favour of this hypothesis: 
● ﬁrﬆly, there is the parallel of Polish jak­and Russian kak ‘how’,
which both derive from the neuter relative pronouns jako­and
kako;● secondly, such an explanation of kaĩ­is supported by the ety-
mology of the neuter pronoun taĩ ‘this, that’, which comes
from taja; see Rosinas (1988: 187). Also cf. the Neutr. tajag­‘ex-
aly the same’ in the following example:
(5) Wujek’s­text:­tedy ſie nam toʒ˙ oſtánie / co ſie temu ſłudʒe okrutnemu
oſtáło. (Daukša 2000: 771 lines 29–30).
Daukša’s­ translation:­ taď múmus taíaġ tíkſis / kas’ tam’ târnui ſmâr -
kiam’tíkoś (op. cit.: 770 lines 30–1).
‘So it will happen the same to us what happened to this cruel  servant.’
● laﬆ but not leaﬆ, the change *'kaja­>­kai­explains the acute into-
nation in Lith. káikas­ ‘somebody, something’ (LKŽ 1941–2002:
V, 48); cf. the secondary acute intonation in kélnės­ <­ kẽlinės
‘trousers’ and in Dat. Sg. tàvi­>­táu­‘you’. 
Assuming both, Lith. kaĩ­and taĩ, derived from *'ka-ja­re. *'ta-ja,
we gain the advantage of being able to elucidate a twofold devel-
opment of *juo'kai re. *be'tai in word-ﬁnal position and be-
fore -g(i). 
The underlying reason is the relative chronology of the two
processes:
● the disappearance of the unﬆressed /a/ before -# and -g(i); and● the monophthongization of /ai/ > */3ː/ (> /ie/).
The apocope of the unﬆressed /a/ before -# has to have taken
place earlier than the syncope of /a/ before -gi. The change
*juo'kaja-gi­ >­ *juo'kai-gi­ took place only aer the monophthon-
gization /ai/ > /ie/ had expired. Old Lith. ju'kaig moﬆ likely had
acute intonation; cf. Lith. dial. káikas­ ‘somebody, something’.
Furthemore, the acute intonation in the ﬁnal syllable explains, on
the ﬆrength of Leskien’s Law, both shortenings, *ju'kie­>­ *ju'ki
and *be'tie­>­beti. The one-syllable forms *kái­and *tái­(ﬆemming
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from *kaja­and *taja) have been changed, also according to Les -
kien’s Law, into kaĩ­ and taĩ. As for the demanded secondary
acute intonation in *kái­and *tái see above. 
On the other hand, the Lithuanian neuter pronoun tataĩ­‘this,
that’ seems to be a counter-example to the proposed hypothesis.
tataĩ­is an inﬆance of reinforcement: it arose by adding the deic -
tic pronoun taĩ­‘this, that’ to the neuter pronoun ta­(< Indo-Euro-
pean *tod) ‘this’, as documented in the Old Lithuanian com-
pounds tapirmiaus­‘ﬁrﬆly, at the beginning’ (cf. Old Russian to
p+rvo > Russ. teper+ ‘now’) and tapagaliaus­‘ﬁnally’ (Oﬆrowski
2014); tapirmiaus and tapagaliaus are recorded two times, in Mar-
tynas Mažvydas’ Catechismvsa­Praſty­Sʒadei of 1547 (cf. Bibliogra-
ﬁja 1969: No 678) and in Baltramiejus Vilentas’s Enchiridion pub-
lished in 1579 (cf. op. cit.: No 1281). However, there are reasons to
think that the shape tataĩ­is a late innovation. 
The ﬆarting point is, of course, the philological analysis of
Old Lithuanian texts, which is regularly negleed by resear -
chers. For the notation < tat’ > ‘this’, which is very common in
Daukša’s poﬆill (e.g. Daukša 2000: 242 line 9—see below exam-
ple 6), we can reconﬆru the older shape *tati:4
(6) Wujek’s­text:­mamy wiedʒ´ieć / ʒ˙eć ſłowo Boʒ˙e ieſt níe tylko to co w
Bibliey ſtoi napiſano (Daukša 2000: 243 lines 8–9).
Daukša’s­translation:­túrime ʒ˙inóť ioġ ʒ˙ódis Díéwo yra’ ne tiektái tat’ kas
Biblioię yrá para¥îta (op. cit.: 242 lines 8–9).
‘We have to know that the word of the Lord is not only that what has
been written in the Bible.’
On the ﬆrength of the aforementioned explanation of bet’­~­bet
we are forced to assume the following development for tat’:
● *ta-'tai­>­*ta-'tie­>­*ta-'ti­>­tat’­>­tat
Leskien’s Law explains the change *ta-'tie­>­*ta-'ti. Of course, in
such a case the ﬁnal diphthong  /ie/ had to have acute intonation
4 Compare < Bet’ > (Daukša 2000: 500 line 48) with < Bęti > ‘but’ (op. cit.: 720
line 21), < bût’ > (op. cit.: 1292 line 5) with < butí > ‘to be’ (op. cit.: 140 line 24),
and the aforementioned pairs like < ik’ > ~ < iki >.
ﬆem ming from the shortening *taja­ >­ *tái; cf. the afore-
 mentioned Dat. Sg. tàvi­‘you’ >­táu.
The trace of the change -tai­>­-ti­>­-t’­>­-t­is also inﬆanced by ìt,
recorded in Lithuanian as a focus particle (example 7), deiic
pronoun (example 8) and intensifying adverb (example 9): 
(7) It tokį pat radau Žemaičiuose (augalą). (LKŽ 1941–2002: IV, 263)
‘Exaly the same plant I found in Samogitia.’
(8) ir iž d’ienõs ìt v’ìsa padaríd reĩk’a b’ìt. (Vidugiris 1998: 242)
‘and during the day all these things had to be done’.
(9) Man jau it nieks nesekas. (LKŽ 1941–2002: IV, 263)
‘I am doing completely badly.’
ìt­ in example 8 has its exa counterpart in the neuter pronoun
ìtai­‘this’ (sometimes itaĩ ):
(10) o iž ìtai p’irks’ì sáu ad’æža. (Vidugiris 1998: 242)
‘and for this you will buy clothes.’
The parallel for the change of “neuter deiic pronoun” > “focus
particle” is delivered by Polish (neutr.) to ‘this’; cf. to­as a deiic
pronoun (example 11) and focus particle (example 12):
(11) Czy mógłbyś mi to podać?
‘Could you give me this, please?’
(12) To Janek kocha Anię.
‘It is John who loves Ann.’
In view of these data, we can explain ìt as the result of the
process *i-'tai­>­ *i-'tie­>­ *'i-ti­ >­ ìt.5 The unshortened shape *'i-ti
has been preserved in the intensifying adverb ìtin: 
(13) Kad jau itin vasara – kelias sausas. (LKŽ 1941–2002: IV, 268)
‘It’s totally summer – the way is dry.’
(14) Tas arklys ìtin geras. (loc. cit.)
‘This horse is extraordinarily good.’
The ﬁnal /-n/ traces back to the Indo-European anaphoric pro-
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5 Traditionally it is believed that Lith. ìt­correonds to the Latin adv. ita­and
ved. iti­‘in this way’. As can be seen, this is not quite right, although in this
case we have an amalgam of two demonﬆrative elements anyway.
noun -n,6 which is documented in Lithuanian in a few lexemes
with anaphoric-deiic funions; to compare Lith. teñ ‘there’
with tè ‘there’ (Latv. te ‘here’) as well as Old Lith. tasjan ‘exaly
this’7 with both Old Lith. tasja­and tasjag;8 and may also be both
in Old Lith. neng­‘than’9 and in nent­‘than’,10 to compare with ne
‘not, than’.
Presumably, the contemporary form tataĩ­‘this, that’ replaced
the older *tati­ on the analogy of tataig(i/u)­ (a form extremely
common in Daukša’s poﬆill). A parallel for such a scenario is
provided by betai­ ‘but’, documented in Samuelis Minvydas’
Lithuanian Summa,­Aba­Trumpas­iſzguldimas­Ewanieliv­szwentu of
1653 (cf. Bibliograﬁja 1969: No 732), alongside the more common
bet’­re. bet. In Minvydas’ Summa­the ratio betai­to betaig / bataig
is 3 : 78 (cf. internet resource »SR«). In texts by other authors
(Mažvydas, Daukša, Vilentas, Sirvydas) there is an exclusive
diﬆribution of bet / bet’­vs. betaig(i/a).
2.2­Latvian­»juk«.­If we assume that Lith. jùk goes back to *juo-
'kai, then Latvian juk ‘aer all’ gives rise to diﬃculties. Firﬆly, kai
does not exiﬆ outside the Latgalian diale. Secondly, *juo-'kai­>
*juo-'kie­should trigger Latvian *juc; cf. 2nd sg. pres. pērc­‘you buy’
vs. Lith. perkì­(reﬂ. perkíesi). Therefore, a better solution for Lat-
vian juk seems to be the pre-form *juo-'ka; cf. Latv. ka­ ‘that’, a
con neive of complement clauses which, according to ﬆandard
etymology, comes from the interrogative (indeﬁnite) neuter pro-
noun *kwod­(Latin quod).11 As the aforementioned Baltic kai­<­*kaja
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 6 We moﬆ likely ﬁnd the enclitic -n in Polish ten <­*tъnъ­‘this’; cf. Rysiewicz
(1956 a; 1956 b), who compared Polish ten­and a few other Slavonic forms
to the Old Armenian suﬃxed pronoun of the 3rd person (see Jensen 1959:
164; Pisowicz 2001: 80–1).
 7 cf. Samuel Chyliński’s Old Testament printed in 1660 (cf. Bibliograﬁja
1969: No 196), here Genesis 24,7 et passim (quotet by LKŽ 1941–2002: XV,
972).
 8 cf. Daukša 2000: 263 line 31, et passim. On the poﬆponed neuter pronoun
-ja­see Ostrowski (2014).
 9 cf. Vilentas 1965: 9 line 25, et passim.
10 cf. Mažvydas 1993: 56 line 26, et passim.
11 cf. also Lith. kà ‘that’: Aš­tau­sakiau,­ka­ lauke­ lyja (LKŽ 1941–2002: V, 3) ‘I
was also a neuter pronoun, the funional similarity between ka
and kai is obvious. On this basis it juﬆiﬁes the reconﬆruion
*juo-'ka­(for Latvian) and *juo-'kai­(for Lithuanian).
The carried-out analysis of the word-ﬁnal -ki­> -k’­> -k­sheds
some light on the origin of the Lithuanian conneive (preposi-
tion) ikì­re. ik ‘as long as, to’; cf. Old Prussian ickai­re. ikai­‘if,
although, when’. Presumably, we face the development -kai­>­-kie
>­-ki­here, but this issue requires a separate ﬆudy.
3  Funions of juo- and the primary meaning of Lith. *juokai ~
Latv. *juoka. Lithuanian-Latvian juo­is a polyfunional connec-
tive, e.g. Lith. Visą­ skolą­ atleidžiau­ tau,­ juog prašei­ mane­ (LKŽ
1941–2002: IV, 414) ‘I cancelled your entire debt, because you
asked me to’; Latv. es­ nelauztu­ ievas­ zarus,­ juo es­ pati­ kâ­ ieviņa
(MEH 1923–46: II, 124) ‘I would never have broken the bird-
cherry’s twig, because I am like a bird-cherry myself’. In Old
Lithuanian texts juo­ comes up as a conneive of complement
clauses. However, the moﬆ common is juo used in correlative
clauses; cf. both in Lith. Juo daugiaus­turi,­juo daugiaus­nori­(LKŽ
1941–2002: IV, 389) ‘The more he has, the more he wants’ and in
Latv. juo­…­juo. In the context of the etymology presented, spe-
cial attention is drawn to the intensifying adverb juo with both
meanings, ‘ee cially, entirely’ (example 15) and ‘even more, all
the more’ (examples 16–8) Here, Lith. juo correonds to juoba as
well as to Latv. juo­‘eecially, very’ (example 19):
(15) Kai jau júog per kaklą varva, nerauname linų. (LKŽ 1941–2002: IV,
414)
‘Eecially when it is already raining on the neck, we do not pick ﬂax.’
(16) O jie juo daugiaus šaukė. (Bretkūnas 2005: 381; LKŽ 1941–2002: IV,
389)
‘And they shouted even more.’
(17) Jr iů neszina (…) ką kalbeia alba dare. (Mažvydas 1993: 127, line 12)
‘And they knew even less (…), about what they had said or done.’
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have told you that it is raining outside’. The funion of the interrogative
pronoun ka ‘what, was?’ is well documented in Old Prussian, e.g.: Ka­aſt­ſta
billīton?­‘What does it mean?’ (Rosinas 1988: 190–3; Mažiulis 1993: 134–8).
(18) Kad paties tėvo nebuvo namie, tai juo reikėjo žiūrėti namų. (LKŽ
1941–2002: IV, 389)
‘When father himself was not at home, then I needed even more to look
aer the homeﬆead.’
(19) Viņi dzīvuo juo laimīgi. (MEH 1923–46: II, 124)
‘They have a very happy life.’
The primary meaning of *juokai could be ‘particularly, notably
when’. A parallel is delivered by contemporary Lithuanian juoba,
kad:
(20) Ar nemanai mesti to pavojingo amato – júoba, kad taip senas?
(LKŽ 1941–2002: IV, 389)
‘Do you not think about quitting this dangerous cra, particularly as
you are so old?’
Both inﬆances, 17 and 18, are intereﬆing for the origin of the in-
tensifying juo. In modern ﬆandard Lithuanian the adverb juobà
rather than juo would be used here:
(21) Tam dalykui juoba iškelti aikštėn duodame dar pluoštą pavyzdžių.
(LKŽ 1941–2002: IV, 389)
‘In order to explain this thing even more, we give a couple of examples.’
The source of juoba seems to have been correlative sentences of a
type shown in the next example:
(22) Juo toliaus eitam į metus, juoba didžiaus dauginas nepaščyvastis
mūsų (LKŽ 1941–2002: IV, 389)
‘The older we grow (literally:­the­further­we­go­into­years), the bigger our
villainy is.’
The sentence with juo­…­juoba­is a variant of the Lithuanian re.
Latvian correlative sentence juo­…­juo­‘the more … the more’ (cf.
example 23) and this very type moﬆ likely underlies the intensi-
fying adverb juo.
(23) Szmones juo ilgiaus, juo daugiaus ji teipajeg pradeda myleti. (Bret-
kūnas 2005: 169)
‘The longer people know him, the more they ﬆart loving him.’
The intensifying adverb juo has also served the purpose of ex-
pressing the comparative of inequality in Latvian and Lithuan-
ian diales; e.g. Latv. juo­ labs­ ‘better’ vs. labs­ ‘good’. Typologi-
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cally juo­labs­may be compared to the Indo-European compara-
tive -yos-, originally an intensifying suﬃx, too. However, this is
a very diﬀerent ﬆory.
4  Conclusion. The Lithuanian particle juk results from a conﬂa-
tion of the intensifying adverb juo ‘eecially, notably, even
more, all the more’ with the conneive kaĩ ‘when’, i. e. *juo-'kai.
For Latvian, *juo-'ka­has to be assumed; cf. the complementizer
ka­‘that’. 
A parallel for the monophthongization *juo-'kai­> *juo-'kie­>
*juo-'ki­is delivered by the adversative conjunion bet < *be-'tai.
Stress on the laﬆ syllable made way for the proclitic shortening
*juo-'CV­> *ju-'CV. 
In favour of the development *be-'tai­> *be-'tie­> *beti­> bèt’­> bèt
is the etymology of *i-'tai­ ‘this, that’ and *ta-'tai. Their phoneti-
cally regular successors are ìt (cf. itin) and tat­‘this’ (Old Lith. tat’
< *ta-ti), reeively. The current (diale) forms itaĩ and tataî are
later innovations.
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